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This chapter includes written comment letters that are reproduced beginning on page 5-35, and City staff's 
responses to identified comments within those letters. The letters include those comments that were 
received during the official comment period on the Draft EIS. The responses below generally identify the 
topic of the written comment, and seek to clarify or expand upon the analysis presented in the Draft EIS, 
for topics relevant to SEPA environmental impacts. 
 

Letter 1 
Washington State Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development 

 
1. Thank you for your comments and recommendations for mitigation strategies. 
 
2. Your recommendations to take steps to preserve existing affordable and market rate housing 

resources and create additional units are noted. 
 
3. Your recommendations regarding open space are noted. Currently, Downtown office developments 

are required to provide specified amounts of open space for use by building occupants, which can be 
accommodated on rooftops or in other locations on the project site, or, under special circumstances, 
as public open space off-site.  Additional commercial floor area can also be gained through bonuses 
for projects providing various types of open space for general public use.  Residential development is 
also required to provide specified amounts of common recreation area for use by building residents. 
In the Denny Triangle, special provisions allow residential and mixed-use projects to add floor area 
above current height limits provided that contributions are made to an amenity fund to be used for 
public open space improvements in the neighborhood.   

 
 The amount of additional space anticipated under these requirements given growth projections 

assumed in this analysis is provided in Appendix J of the Draft EIS. Under the Preferred Alternative, 
the amount of additional open space anticipated would be most similar to conditions under 
Alternative 1. 

 
4. Thank you for your comments and recommendations regarding transportation impact mitigation. 
 
5. Thank you for your comments. Please see the response to Letter 2. 
 
6. Thank you for your comments regarding growth management, community preservation and 

development. Please see Chapters 1 and 2 of this Final EIS for further discussion of alternatives. 
 

Letter 2 
Washington State Office of Archaeology & Historic Preservation 

 
1. Thank you for your comments on preservation of historic buildings and properties, and suggested 

mitigation strategies. Prior to investigation of the alternatives in the Draft EIS, incentives for 
landmark preservation in the Downtown Code were reviewed, including landmark transfer of 
development rights (TDR), and the Downtown Bonus and TDR provisions were recently amended to 
increase the effectiveness of these tools in areas where landmark structures would be most threatened 
by development pressures.  Among the outcomes of these revisions was the creation of a City-
sponsored TDR bank that enables the City to purchase and bank TDRs from the owner of a 
designated landmark structure who may wish to sell them before a private party is available to 
purchase them for a new project.  Furthermore, if landmark TDRs are available in the bank, new 
projects exceeding certain floor area thresholds would be required to purchase the TDRs to gain a 
specified amount of the added floor area. While the City does not currently offer specific protections 
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to undesignated structures, provisions for within-block TDR enable any existing structure to transfer 
unused development rights to another site within the same block as an incentive to maintain a variable 
scale of development in an area. 

 
 Historic preservation is an important aspect of planning for the future of Downtown. Decisionmaking 

processes will continue to consider the input of preservation professionals and local preservation 
entities.   

 
Letter 3 

King County Water and Land Resources Division – Daryl Grigsby 
 
1. Your comments regarding the effects of certain alternatives on the Transfer of Development Credits 

(TDC) program are noted. The information on outstanding funding amounts related to TDC is also 
acknowledged. Please see Chapters 1 and 2 of this Final EIS for further discussion of alternatives. 
The discussion of impacts is revised to acknowledge that an additional impact of eliminating the 
program would be the loss of funds the County and other agencies have earmarked for amenities in 
the Denny Triangle neighborhood in exchange for participation in the TDC program. Under the 
Preferred Alternative, the proposed changes in the height limits in the Denny Triangle would result in 
the termination of the TDC program. 

  
2. Thank you for your comments regarding pending projects considering development rights transfers. 
 

Letter 4 
King County Department of Transportation – Metro Transit Division 

 
1. Thank you for your comments. Your comments throughout the letter addressing smart growth and 

transportation mitigation strategies are noted. It is agreed there is a public interest in managing 
transportation demand and fostering transit using a variety of strategies. Over the past several years, 
the Seattle Department of Transportation has developed transportation plans and strategies for the 
Center City to move more people using transportation modes such as bus, light rail, monorail, ferries, 
streetcars and bicycle and pedestrian networks within the Center City. A key piece of this work is the 
Center City Access Strategy which presents multi-modal transportation improvements that 
accommodate projected growth Downtown and meet the City's Comprehensive Plan goals.  

 
2. In order to provide for a meaningful comparison of impacts among the alternatives, the EIS compared 

the effects of 20 years worth of growth. For this time period, the differences among the alternatives in 
terms of population and employment growth are not expected to significantly vary. The real estate 
consultant report concludes that employment growth will be determined largely by factors other than 
zoning, related to larger economic trends. 

 
3. The Draft EIS includes assumptions about growth in South Lake Union as part of its analyses for 

transportation and energy impacts. It also implicitly assumes that employment and residential growth 
will occur as was projected for growth management and regional traffic analysis purposes at the time 
of the transportation analysis. 

 
4. Your comments on the extent of the transit study in the EIS are noted. It is acknowledged that several 

corridors, in addition to Stewart Street and Olive Way, provide significant transit service. The Seattle 
Department of Transportation (in consultation with Metro King County) is developing a plan for 
Seattle’s future transit network including important transit corridors and transfer points.  The plan has 
identified an “Urban Village Transit Network (UVTN)” that is the backbone of the City’s transit 
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network and will deliver the highest quality transit services in the city.  Performance standards are 
associated with this network. 

 
5. Your comments on the challenges of serving the Denny Triangle with sufficient transit are noted. The 

Seattle Transit Plan being developed by the Seattle Department of Transportation identifies transit 
service needs to address future growth projections.  The Center City Access Strategy includes a 
detailed transit network to address the entire Center City area.  It is acknowledged that current Metro 
revenue projections will not be sufficient to meet future transit demand associated with growth 
projections under all alternatives. 

 
6. Your comments regarding strategic needs for maintaining or improving transit service are noted. It is 

acknowledged that reducing travel delay for transit, effective routes into/out of the northern CBD and 
high-capacity transit access are important needs that will require significant resources. In addition to 
the transit priority options presented on Draft EIS pages 3-191 through 3-193 (for an updated version 
see the Mitigation Strategies section at the end of Chapter 4 in this Final EIS), Seattle Department of 
Transportation has developed additional options for mitigating future transit delay. These strategies 
can be found in the Center City Access Strategy and supporting reports and plans. SDOT will 
continue to work with King County Metro to develop and implement these measures within the 
Center City. 

 
7. Thank you for the updated information on layover spaces. Your interest in maintaining effective 

layover space in the north Downtown area is noted. Layover space is an important street use, and 
potential incompatibilities should be identified and avoided as possible. To address this issue, the 
Seattle Department of Transportation and King County Metro have begun a north Downtown Seattle 
bus layover study to develop interim and long-term plans for managing existing bus layover spaces, 
for accommodating service growth and future bus layover requirements. The Preferred Alternative 
requests consideration of an incentive in the Land Use Code for commercial developments that would 
accommodate layover space on a development site. 

 
8. As part of Downtown Seattle, the Denny Triangle’s streets are designated using Downtown’s system 

for pedestrian requirements, amenities and street level uses. Some of the streets in the Denny Triangle 
have Class I pedestrian requirements, some have Class II requirements, and some are Green Streets 
with special requirements. The required sidewalk widths range from 12 feet to 18 feet in width. It is 
possible that pedestrian requirements could be upgraded as part of code changes associated with this 
proposal. Your suggestions for fostering more pedestrian walkways, thoroughfares and open space 
are acknowledged. 

 
9. Your suggestions for parking-related strategies, including deleting parking minimums, simplifying 

parking reduction processes, a transportation mitigation fund, and adjusting current allowable 
reductions, are noted. The Preferred Alternative would eliminate minimum parking requirements for 
non-residential uses. No minimum parking requirement currently exists for residential uses. 
Maximum parking requirements also exist in the zones being considered for zoning changes. 

 
10. Your suggestions for incorporating transportation in height bonuses are noted. The types of public 

benefits provided through floor area incentives reflect a prioritization resulting from major policy 
decisions that were based on considerable public input.  The most recent Council actions modifying 
the Bonus and TDR programs have established the provision of low-income affordable housing and 
child care facilities as the highest priority for use of development incentives in Downtown.  Other 
high priority items include provision of public open space and landmark preservation. The Preferred 
Alternative does include an addition to the existing transit facilities bonus for transit tunnel station 
access, to expand it to include access to all fixed-rail systems and for construction of transit layover 
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facilities. Improved provisions regarding bicycle facilities are also included in the Preferred 
Alternative. Adding new incentives which could ultimately compete with these other public benefits 
would require decisionmakers to balance competing policy objectives. 

 
11. Your preferred approach to mitigation strategies, including developers as constructive partners, is 

noted. Please see the response to comment 9 above, regarding parking regulations. The Preferred 
Alternative does offer incentives to encourage housing in new development as suggested in your 
comment. Also, see new text in mitigation strategies for Transportation (under Demand Reduction 
Strategies) regarding the role of mixed-use development in mitigating transportation impacts from 
future development. Further discussion of the potential for public-private partnerships is also 
presented (see the Mitigation Strategies section at the end of Chapter 4 of this Final EIS). 

 
12. Please see Chapters 1, 3 and 4 of this Final EIS for further discussion of the Preferred Alternative and 

recommended transportation mitigation strategies. 
 
13. Thank you for your comments.  
 

Letter 5 
Seattle Planning Commission 

 
1. Figure 1 on page 1-3 of the Draft EIS provides the clearest portrayal of the boundary of the Belltown 

neighborhood and the study area (shown in three different shading patterns). Differences among the 
alternatives' development patterns in Figure 17 are hard to spot due to the graphics' small size, but the 
figure allows for visual comparisons on one page. Figures 18 through 24 provide additional textual 
and visual information that clarifies differences among the alternatives. 

 
2. Thank you for your comments. None of the studied alternatives are a specific package of zone 

changes meant to achieve all of the Mayor’s objectives. The document was prepared in response to 
neighborhood plan proposals for accommodating growth targets established for the Downtown area in 
the city’s Comprehensive Plan, adopted in 1994. Decisionmaking processes will determine what 
changes, if any, occur. However, please see Chapter 1 of this Final EIS for further discussion of a 
Preferred Alternative. 

 
3. Thank you for your comments on the recommended features of a Preferred Alternative. See Chapter 1 

of this Final EIS for further discussion of the recommended alternative for adoption. 
 
4. Your comments on mitigation strategies are noted. The mitigation strategies discussions in each 

section of Draft EIS Chapter 3 are suitably detailed in describing the options that could be employed 
to address the identified impacts. For example, see pages 3-102 through 3-105 in the Draft EIS. This 
level of detail is more than sufficient to meet the SEPA requirements for a non-project EIS. Further, 
the Preferred Alternative discussed in this Final EIS represents a set of actions that incorporates 
several of the suggested mitigation strategies. 

 
5. Discussion of the TDC program is provided in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, where the relative impacts 

of the four alternatives on the program are discussed in the Housing (pages 3-18, 19) and Urban 
Design sections, and in Appendix J, where the dollar value of funds generated for amenities in the 
area is presented based on projected residential development expected to take advantage of the option 
for increased height.  Established as a pilot program in late 1999, the TDC program is relatively new 
and was adopted at the beginning of an economic downturn.  Consequently, there has been little 
development activity of any sort to provide a meaningful evaluation of the market’s response to the 
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program.  Several projects have, however, explored the use of TDC, three of which have active 
permit applications, and one of these projects now under construction has increased floor area through 
the purchase of conservation credits. Further, as part of the interlocal agreement between the City and 
County, the County has already expended funds for public amenity improvements in the Denny 
Triangle, and has committed additional resources for amenities once development credits are 
purchased.  

 
6. Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS (also Chapter 2 in this Final EIS) includes detailed discussion of the 

background, rationales and approaches for each of the alternatives. The Relationship to Plan and 
Policies discussion in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS essentially is a presentation of the pros and cons of 
the alternatives with respect to the Comprehensive Plan and neighborhood plan goals. Draft EIS 
Appendix H presents more plan and policy analysis. Further derivation of pros and cons for the sake 
of decisionmaking would be helpful, but is not necessary in this EIS. Also, it risks overly reducing the 
numerous complexities within each topic that may make simple pro/con comparisons difficult. Please 
see Chapters 1 and 2 of this Final EIS for further discussion of the Alternatives, including a Preferred 
Alternative.  

 
7. This comment touches on several “bigger-picture” topics related to commercial and residential 

growth. The specific questions suggest that precise analysis is possible on those topics. However, the 
complex and intertwined nature of the subject matter encourage a more qualitative level of response. 
Please refer to the Relationship of Plans and Policies discussion in the Draft EIS, page 3-61, and to 
Appendix H, for further discussion 

 
 The comment’s first premise is that this EIS should assess the impact of what happens if the analyzed 

development does not occur in Downtown Seattle. Strictly speaking, this topic is not within the 
purview of the EIS, which analyzes the impacts of what happens if the growth does occur in 
Downtown. More specifically, the analysis explores how different zoning scenarios might differently 
accommodate 20 years of growth, and impacts related to those differences. The EIS analysis tends to 
contradict this comment’s underlying assumption that different choices among the alternatives might 
result in growth shifts away from Downtown to other neighborhoods or regional cities. The real estate 
consultant's analysis for this EIS indicates that the contemplated changes in zoned height and density 
are not expected to alter 20-year growth projections for Downtown.   

 
 Identifying and supporting findings of zoning-related impacts such as regional or intracity shifts in 

projected growth would require much more analysis than is possible within the scope of this EIS, and 
would likely remain speculative in nature. Please see the responses to comments 8 and 9 of this letter, 
and discussion in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS. 

 
 The analysis indicates that all of the contemplated growth can be accommodated within Downtown 

through 2020. However, it is interesting to note that the Alternatives do have different implications 
for the long-term capacity of growth Downtown. Among the alternatives, a range of approximately 
26-30 years worth of residential growth could be accommodated, and a range of approximately 37-48 
years worth of commercial growth could be accommodated under the zoning studied for the 
Alternatives. Alternative 1 would result in the greatest level of commercial capacity (48 years) but the 
least level of residential capacity (26 years). Under the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS, changes 
to employment and residential capacity would be expected to fall roughly between those identified in 
the Draft EIS for Alternatives 1 and 2. The EIS findings on long-term capacity generally suggest that 
the City should begin to plan for “what happens next” in accommodating Downtown growth after 
2020, particularly for residential uses.  
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 The Draft EIS described ranges of possible Downtown residential and employment growth: roughly 
11,000 to 17,500 new households and 50,000 to 70,000 new employees by 2020 (see pages 3-6 to 3-8 
in the Draft EIS). Supporting the acceptability of those estimates are the use of multiple sources 
(including Puget Sound Regional Council forecasts), a perspective based on decades of Downtown 
real estate market trends, and an understanding of the trends affecting residential and employment 
growth in Downtown. The high end of these ranges should represent an optimistic yet reasonable 
maximum of potential growth Downtown by 2020. This relatively aggressive growth rate was 
assumed to ensure that the environmental analysis would be valid in terms of adequately disclosing 
impacts. It is unlikely that 20-year population or employment trends will dramatically vary from the 
ranges studied in the EIS, but if employment and household growth occurs in the lower end of the 
ranges, the impacts on Downtown would be somewhat less than the identified maximum impacts. 

 
 Additional requested analysis about housing markets, including markets for family-oriented uses is 

beyond the scope of this EIS. 
 
8. It is acknowledged that the achievement of population and employment growth projections in 

Downtown will be influenced by many factors related to macroeconomic trends, demographic trends, 
real estate market and financial trends, as well as private sector choices about development and public 
sector choices related to planning, economic development and regulations. 

 
9. The primary implications of the Draft EIS findings relate to the Alternatives’ varying impacts on 

Denny Triangle's future commercial and residential development. Alternative 3, for example, would 
accommodate more residential development than Alternative 1, providing approximately four years 
worth of additional residential growth capability if the capacity is fully used. Alternative 3 would also 
reorient zoning in certain portions of the study area to better encourage that some areas develop as 
“residential enclaves.” On the other hand, zoning choices in Alternative 1 would tend to promote 
more of a commercial character to the land use pattern of the Denny Triangle, which would more 
greatly emphasize its role as an employment center. Changes under the Preferred Alternative would 
most closely approximate Alternative 2. 

  
 See the response to comment 7 in this letter regarding growth shifts. The potential that growth may 

occur in South Lake Union or Northgate should not be assumed as a negative impact on Downtown, 
or vice-versa. All of the urban centers inside and outside the City have growth targets, and it may take 
decades for those areas (including Downtown) to reach their full growth potential. Even if studies of 
growth shifts might be worthwhile, there would be numerous “push” and “pull” factors involved 
(both are cited in this comment) as well as uncertain implications of macroeconomic factors and 
private sector decisionmaking factors about development. The net results would inevitably contain a 
lot of speculation. This sort of study is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

 
 Whatever the selected zoning strategy is, Seattle's goals and policies indicate it should not place the 

Downtown Urban Center in a non-competitive position for growth compared to other areas inside or 
outside the City. The zoning should be established consistent with those policies so that the intended 
outcome for future Downtown growth is supported. 

 
 With respect to the TDC program, King County indicates that the elimination of the program (which 

would occur under the Preferred Alternative) could have an appreciable impact on the ability to 
preserve open space outside the urban center (see the responses to the letter from the King County 
Water and Land Resources Division for further discussion). 
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10. The Draft EIS analyses are the best source to rely upon for evaluative discussion of the alternatives' 
housing impact implications. Two timeframes are considered—20 years of growth (2000 to 2020), 
and the long-term.  

 
 As noted on page 3-19, over 20 years about 45,385 new housing units would need to be built in the 

region to accommodate new households attracted by new Downtown jobs. An extended forecast 
based on an ERA economic study suggests a 20-year demand for approximately 17,500 (40%) of 
these new housing units in Downtown Seattle. To illustrate possible distribution of that growth, the 
City's Comprehensive Plan growth "planning estimates" suggest that approximately one-half of 
Downtown's residential growth over 20 years would occur in those neighborhoods that are outside the 
EIS study area (Pioneer Square, International District and Belltown). The EIS analyses conclude that 
proposed zoning changes would not alter the projected 20-year demand for commercial or residential 
uses under any of the alternatives. Therefore, there is no evidence to conclude that 20-year housing 
demand would be affected within Downtown neighborhoods or that there might be shifts in 
residential growth or demand. 

 
 Over the long-term, prospective residential growth demands could have positive implications for the 

ability of Pioneer Square, International District and Belltown to achieve additional housing growth. If 
there is sustained long-term demand for Downtown housing (likely related to Downtown employment 
growth), increasingly limited availability of sites with residential development capacity is likely to 
encourage residential development in those neighborhoods outside the EIS study area. Comparatively 
lower land values in some of those areas would also possibly contribute to that growth trend. It would 
be logical to assume that lower land values would also attract the interest of non-profits and other 
affordable housing developers toward further development in those neighborhoods. 

 
 For quantitative evaluation, refer to Tables 16 and 17 in the Draft EIS (page 3-18). These show the 

maximum potential Downtown residential development capacity, including the neighborhood areas 
within Downtown but outside the EIS study area. Table 17 compares the residential development 
capacity to the projected number of new households that could be generated by buildout of 
redevelopable commercial properties Downtown. This illustrates much more potential demand for 
housing than can be satisfied Downtown, and that neighborhoods including Pioneer Square, 
International District and Belltown possess a bit more than one-half of the potential residential 
development capacity Downtown. This information seemingly bodes well for the prospects of 
demand for future housing development in all parts of Downtown. 

 
11. Regarding the likelihood of housing development occurring in DOC 1 and DOC 2 zones, the analysis 

in the Draft EIS reflects the real estate consultant’s assumptions that property owners in the future 
will seek to maximize development opportunities for both uses, where possible. While commercial 
development will likely be the primary choice for development in these zones, in situations where the 
permitted zoning envelope allows additional development potential beyond what is required to 
accommodate the maximum permitted density of commercial use, the assumption is that developers 
will increasingly seek to maximize the value of their sites by including other uses, like housing. 
Examples include a few hotel/condominium proposals currently in the permitting process. 

 
12. The Draft EIS Housing section already analyzes potential impacts on existing subsidized housing (see 

page Draft EIS page 3-22, "Potential loss of housing to redevelopment" regarding Alternative 1) and 
illustrates a range of potential Downtown bonus-based resources generated by 20 years of 
development (see Table 18 on Draft EIS page 3-21).  

 
13. Regarding edge impacts on housing and smaller scale development in Belltown, in the Chapter 3 

Urban Design -- Height, Bulk and Scale section, the Draft EIS describes the relative bulk and scale 
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impacts of the four alternatives on sensitive transition areas, identified on Figure 19, which include 
the southern and eastern edges of Belltown. 

 
14. Thank you for your comments. Please see Chapters 1, 3 and 4 of this Final EIS for additional 

discussion of the Preferred Alternative, which is intended to fulfill the height and bulk objectives 
expressed by the Mayor. 

 
15. The discussion of impacts on historic resources in the Draft EIS includes consideration of structures 

that are not currently designated as landmarks, in three paragraphs plus an accompanying table. Given 
the nature of the statements made in those paragraphs and the fact that the information was presented, 
the Draft EIS did adequately identify and consider those impacts. These structures are listed on page 
3-52 of the Draft EIS. See the response to comment 1 in Letter 9 below for a list of 12 other buildings 
identified by Historic Seattle that are located within the study area. 

 
 The sources used to identify these structures include neighborhood plans, where “icon” buildings and 

“character buildings” of special interest to the community were identified, a survey of buildings in the 
Denny Triangle conducted as part of The Seattle Commons/South Lake Union Plan Final EIS that 
identified “buildings or sites likely to meet Landmarks or National Register criteria," and a list by the 
City of “buildings or sites of community importance that may meet Landmarks or National Register 
Criteria.” Altogether, 21 structures not currently designated as Landmarks were identified by these 
sources.  Impacts of the various alternatives on structures that accommodate affordable housing are 
addressed under Housing impacts (see Draft EIS pages 3-22 through 3-27). 

 
16. Comments noted.  Impacts on the costs of land are outside the scope of environmental impacts 

required to be reviewed under SEPA.  The impacts on “sensitive transition areas,” including the Pike 
Place Market and Belltown are discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, under "Urban Design."  A 
specific location in this area at First Avenue and Virginia Street was also modeled to illustrate 
potential impacts of the different alternatives in this area. 

 
17. The Preferred Alternative presented in this Final EIS would continue to support the concept of 

transitions due to the arrangement of zones with zones stepping down in intensity toward the edges of 
Downtown, and mixed commercial zones located between the more intensive core zones and the less 
intensive residential zones. See Chapters 1, 3 and 4 for additional discussion of the Preferred 
Alternative. 

 
18. Comments noted. The response to these comments lies in describing the nature of the alternatives, 

and noting the pertinent Draft EIS impact text and the discussion of mitigation strategies. Alternative 
3 in the Draft EIS provided a strategy for better achieving residential environments than would be 
possible under Alternatives 1, 2 or the No Action Alternative. These latter alternatives would not 
possess zoning characteristics that would particularly contribute to the achievement of desirable 
residential areas. The impact analysis on Draft EIS pages 3-90 through 3-98 indicated these 
comparisons among the alternatives. Other portions of the Height, Bulk and Scale analyses further 
indicate the physical circumstances that, particularly in the Denny Triangle, would tend to work 
against street environments desirable for residential development. Subsequently, the Mitigation 
Strategies section on Draft EIS pages 3-102 through 3-105 provide a variety of strategies that could 
be adopted for those purposes. It is agreed that the selection of strategies to achieve such goals should 
be intentional in the way that height, bulk and scale would work, and that design guidelines could be 
beneficial. 

 
 The Preferred Alternative would accommodate residential use particularly in portions of the DMC 

zone where raising height limits for residential use without increasing commercial density limits, and 
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a new provision allowing the transfer of commercial development rights from sites committed to the 
development of housing, may encourage more properties to be developed with residential and mixed-
use buildings. The additional height, along with improved controls on building bulk may also 
encourage slimmer building types. Impacts on light/shadow, sense of enclosure and similar concerns 
about massing may be addressed during Design Review of individual proposals, and/or could be the 
subject of mitigation strategies that could be selected by decisionmakers. 

 
19. Because the perception of differences in development scale between the alternatives is minimal from 

many vantage points, the graphics in the Draft EIS focused on presenting a broader overview to 
illustrate variations in the impacts of the Alternatives, which most significantly was the number and 
location of projects rather than differences in their overall size. Within the constraints of budget, the 
Draft EIS did present street level views and perspectives from nearby viewpoints. This Final EIS, plus 
other materials likely to be presented to the public and decisionmakers, will contain additional 
graphic information intended to represent view and aesthetic interests. 

 
20. Assessing impacts of alley vacations at a detailed level in an analysis of this nature is complicated 

because each case requires special review resulting in specific conditions addressing the particular 
impacts of a vacation at a particular location.  Both the conditions and an individual project’s 
response to them are difficult, if not impossible, to anticipate.  The analysis in both the Draft and 
Final EIS assumes that, consistent with past development practices, under certain conditions, some 
large sites will be created through alley vacations, influencing the overall scale of development 
possible. Under various zoning schemes, development of a certain size and configuration will be 
accommodated on these sites, which will have certain generalized impacts on the surrounding area. 

 
21. The purpose of the Draft EIS was to evaluate the impacts of proposals developed to implement goals 

and policies established through the Downtown Neighborhood Planning Process. Pages 3-124 and 3-
125 of the Draft EIS (as well as some others on pages 3-102 through 3-105) describe a variety of 
strategies that could aid in shaping pedestrian and open space environments.  The specific objectives 
guiding the development of the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS are presented in Chapter 1 of 
this Final EIS. See Chapters 1 and 3 of this Final EIS for additional discussion of how the Preferred 
Alternative relates to these topics. 

 
22. Comments noted. The Draft EIS on pages 3-124 and 3-125 identifies a variety of possible open space 

planning strategies, several of which require future research and analysis or are future possible actions 
unrelated to this proposal. Due to the finding that no mitigation measures are required as mandatory 
actions for this EIS, it is not necessary to conduct a detailed assessment of these or other innovative 
open space strategies. While the value of additional research and planning for open space is 
acknowledged, it is beyond the scope of this EIS to develop measures of open space demand/need, 
other than the goals currently established in the Comprehensive Plan and the Department of Parks and 
Recreation’s Complan. 

 
23. Please see the response comment 5 in this letter. 
 
24. Comment noted. The Urban Design and Views and Aesthetics sections of this EIS comprise a 

reasonably detailed set of analyses that address the relevance of visual open space and the impacts of 
the studied alternatives. More detailed analysis of visual open space and effective strategies for better 
public and private open space is beyond the scope of this EIS, but would be a worthwhile task for 
future planning. See Chapters 1, 3 and 4 and Appendix C of this Final EIS for additional discussion of 
the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative includes strategies for encouraging slimmer 
buildings and better controlling building bulk. If adopted, this should benefit the streetscape 
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pedestrian environment, the broader visual scenic environment as experienced at various viewpoints 
and overall livability of the Downtown environment.  

 
25. Based on updated information from City Light, ongoing capacity planning currently indicates that a 

new substation serving Downtown would be needed after 2020. City Light’s capacity planning will 
continue in 2005 and be updated over time.   

  
26. Additional detailed assessment of water and sewer system infrastructure needs and funding is beyond 

the scope of this EIS. The Water Utility and Sewer/Stormwater Utilities sections of the Draft EIS 
identified only a limited number of utility issues, for which the impacts of the alternatives are likely 
to be minor. Therefore, additional analysis is not warranted for the purposes of this EIS.  However, 
Seattle Public Utilities continues to explore the long-term needs of its systems. 

 
27. The Department of Planning and Development has compiled 2000 U.S. Census data for the City’s 

Urban Centers and Urban Villages, at www.cityofseattle.gov, including “journey to work” and 
automobile ownership data. The data confirm expectations that Downtown residents are less likely to 
own an automobile, are somewhat more likely to use transit, and are much more likely to walk to 
work than residents in other parts of Seattle. A majority of the households in the Downtown Urban 
Center did not own an automobile in 2000, and the average vehicles available per household was 0.5. 
This is similar to the assumption used for the parking analysis of 0.63 vehicles per household that was 
based on the 1990 U.S. Census. Almost one-quarter of the Downtown households used public transit 
to commute in 2000, while 36% walked to work. Only about 16% of the Downtown households 
worked outside the City of Seattle. 

 
 These data suggest that Downtown residency enables a considerably greater proportion of residents to 

avoid using an automobile for commuting to and from work, compared to the rest of Seattle. This 
helps Downtown residents contribute less per-capita to congestion on the regional transportation 
network, and represents a more efficient pattern of residential growth than suburban-style growth. 

 
 As described in the Draft EIS, the commuting choices of Downtown employees are assumed to be 

consistent with the Puget Sound Regional Council’s “mode share” information in its 2020 travel 
demand model. This model projects that in 2020 about 33% of Downtown-oriented trips will be made 
using transit modes, compared to the estimated 20% in current conditions.  

 
28. The precise location of alley vacations is not predicted in this EIS. Impacts of alley vacations are 

evaluated on a case-by-case basis. Presumably, an alley vacation would not be approved unless 
conditioned to ensure that the project would not result in significant adverse impacts. If alleys were 
eliminated, the loading and access functions they provide would need to be provided in other 
configurations. Depending upon how streets and buildings are designed and the levels of passing 
traffic, different configurations could contribute to additional congestion on City streets and/or 
additional potential for conflicts with pedestrians and other vehicles. 

 
29. The current Downtown zoning is restrictive in the treatment of principal-use structured parking.  

Principal-use garages for long-term parking are prohibited in much of the study area, and are only 
permitted as conditional uses in the Denny Triangle area and along the edge of Interstate 5. 
Conditions for approval address impacts on traffic and pedestrian circulation.   

 
 The Draft EIS addresses the potential impact on streetscape character of above-grade structured 

parking accessory to other uses (see discussion of impacts on residential character in Chapter 3 Urban 
Design – Height, Bulk and Scale and impacts on streetscape and pedestrian amenity in Chapter 3 
Urban Design – Pedestrian Amenities and Open Space).  The presence of parking is especially an 
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issue in the DMC zones and for residential development in all zones, in part because the floor area at 
or above grade that is occupied by parking does not count as chargeable FAR in these instances. 
Therefore, there is no incentive to minimize the impacts of parking on the streetscape by locating it 
below-grade where it is exempt from floor area calculations. In the Preferred Alternative, however, 
long-term commuter parking located at or above grade would count as chargeable floor area in those 
DMC areas where commercial density limits would be increased.  Furthermore, eliminating the 
minimum parking requirement may reduce the amount of parking provided in future structures. 

 
 Where parking is provided at or above street level, it is subject to development standards based on the 

pedestrian street designation that applies to streets abutting the project site.  Parking at street level 
must be separated from the street by another use along the frontages of streets designated as Class I 
Pedestrian Streets and Green Streets, and for portions of the frontage of streets designated Class II 
Pedestrian Streets. On all floors above street level, parking must be screened. In the Preferred 
Alternative, residential parking provided above grade on larger sites would need to be separated along 
some portions of the street frontage by another use. 

 
30. Thank your for your comments. Please see Chapters 1, 3 and 4 of this Final EIS for further discussion 

of the Preferred Alternative.  
 

Letter 6 
Belltown Community Council – John Pehrson, John Lombard 

 
1. Thank you for your comments on alternatives for zoning in the studied portion of Belltown, and 

zoning regulations affecting bulk and scale. Specific provisions in the Preferred Alternative that 
address the issues related to the bulk of residential structures in Belltown include maximum limits on 
floor sizes above specified elevations and maximum limits on the width of facades. 

 
2. Thank you for your comments.  Please see Chapters 1-4 of this Final EIS for further discussion of 

alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative in Chapter 1. 
 
3. Thank you for your comments. 
 

Letter 7 
Denny Triangle Neighborhood Association 

 
1. Thank you for your comments on the intent of the Denny Triangle Neighborhood Plan. 
 
2. Thank you for your comments on the relationship of this proposal to the 2001 Downtown TDR and 

Bonus system changes. 
 
3. The recommendations in the Draft EIS for Alternative 1 are taken directly from the Denny Triangle 

Neighborhood Plan, to the extent that the plan provided specific information.  Height increases of 100 
feet were recommended throughout the area, and base and maximum FAR increases to 7 and 14 
respectively were proposed for the DOC 2 zone. While specific FAR limits were not identified for the 
DMC zone, the plan indicated that the increases should be similar in relative magnitude to those for 
DOC 2, so the base FAR was increased from 5 to 7 and the maximum FAR increased from 7 to 10.  
This assumption is consistent with recommendations made by the Advisory Committee reviewing 
changes to the bonus and TDR programs that were to be considered in conjunction with 
recommended height and density increases.  While the plan does call for increasing potential for 
commercial development, it also specifies objectives to “encourage a mix of low, moderate and 
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market rate affordable housing throughout the neighborhood with project specific mixes of 
commercial and residential development,” and to “encourage a 'residential enclave' of predominantly 
residential development along key green streets …” 

 
4. Analysis of the Draft EIS alternatives suggests that the proportionally higher increase in proposed 

commercial density relative to height in some zones would not likely remedy concerns about 
buildings that appear excessively bulky.  The Final EIS includes proposals for a relationship between 
height and density increases and treatment of building bulk that will address this issue. 

 
5. Thank you for your comments on Alternative 2. 
 
6. Thank you for your comments on Alternative 3. 
 
7. Thank you for your comments on the TDC program. In addition to allowing increased height for 

residential and mixed-use development and providing a mechanism for channeling resources to fund 
public amenities in the Denny Triangle, the program also resulted in upzoning approximately four 
acres of land from DMC 240’ to DOC 2 300’ to accommodate increased employment growth, 
consistent with Denny Triangle Plan proposals.  The TDC program was created as a pilot project, and 
is scheduled to be reviewed to determine whether it should be extended or terminated in July 30, 
2005. Under the Preferred Alternative, the TDC program would be terminated. 

 
8. Thank you for your comments. 
 

Letter 8 
Downtown Seattle Association – Kate Joncas 

 
1. Thank you for your comments on the scope of the alternatives and ongoing “Center City” planning 

topics. This EIS reflects up-to-date consideration of the status and needs of Downtown. 
 
2. Thank you for your comments regarding transportation investments and Downtown as a continuing 

growth center. The traffic modeling used in the Draft EIS assumed the presence of major 
transportation improvements (except the proposed streetcar) to accommodate significantly greater 
transit ridership in the future.   

  
3. The Draft EIS strove to provide a balanced evaluation of impacts on streetscape and pedestrian 

amenity (see pages 3-112 to 3-114 and 3-119 to 3-121). This included listing several positive impacts 
that would occur with future development, such as widening of sidewalks, additional Green Street 
and street tree improvements, and development of continuous street-level uses. Similarly, adverse 
impacts were carefully described to provide a balanced and accurate depiction of the impacts. 
Descriptions of differences in building bulk and arrangement among alternatives aid the reader in 
visualizing the conditions at or near street level, including solar access and relative openness of the 
physical setting. Also, please see the response to comment 2 of your testimony in the transcript from 
December 15th, 2003, regarding potential impacts of bulky buildings on street-level environments. 

 
 A review of the Draft EIS text reveals that it does not use “worst-case” terminology (or similar 

wording) in a biased manner with regard to any alternative. The Draft EIS was carefully worded to 
maintain objective comparisons among the alternatives, because none of the alternatives was treated 
as a preferred alternative in the Draft EIS. 
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4. Thank you for your comments. Please see Chapters 1 and 2 of this Final EIS for further discussion of 
alternatives. 

 
Letter 9 

Historic Seattle 
 
1. Thank you for your comments on historic preservation, and the list of buildings with potentially 

significant historic value. The Draft EIS analysis did consider non-landmark buildings in the analysis 
(Please see the response to comment 15 in Letter 5 above).  Of the 40 structures identified on the list 
you provided, 12 are located in the study area and not identified in the Draft EIS (Centennial 
Building, Chamber of Commerce, Diller Hotel/Porter-Davis, Fifth Avenue Court, Foster and 
Marshall Building, IBM Building, Maritime Building, Norton Building, Rainier Tower, Second and 
Pike Building, Securities Building, and the YWCA).  The Lyon Building was evidently designated as 
a landmark structure since the list was compiled.   

 
2. Comment noted.  Currently, development in DOC 1 and DOC 2 zones can gain the first FAR above 

the base FAR and 25% of the additional floor area beyond this threshold through landmark TDR.  For 
projects that build to the maximum FAR, this could equate to 35% of the floor area above the base 
FAR in DOC 1 and 40% of the floor area above the base FAR in DOC 2.  Furthermore, the recent 
TDR amendments enable the City to “bank” development rights from landmark structures, and 
require projects to purchase landmark TDRs that are available in the bank to gain specified amounts 
of floor area above the base FAR.   

 
 A further protection to designated landmark structures is the existing provision that prohibits projects 

from altering landmark structures (in ways that exceed base FAR) without Landmark Board approval. 
Under the Preferred Alternative, raising the maximum FAR limits while retaining the current base 
FAR limit in DOC 1, DOC 2 and some DMC areas will create the potential for more landmark TDR 
to be used in future projects.  Furthermore, in other DMC areas, landmark TDR remains as an option 
for increasing floor area above the base FAR while other non-TDR options have been eliminated.   

 
Letter 10 

League of Women Voters 
 
1. Thank you for your comments. The Comprehensive Plan has recently been reviewed for 10-year 

update, and the nearby areas are further included in “Center City” planning work that is considering 
the functions and interactions of Downtown with its surrounding neighborhoods. Impact review has 
already occurred or is underway for the cited transportation projects. Rather than make the 
completion of this EIS contingent upon other extended planning efforts, the preferred course is to 
complete the EIS review so that the current proposal can be decided upon in a timely manner. The 
Draft EIS already has provided much evaluation that characterizes the zoning alternatives’ 
relationship to the current Downtown planning and policy framework. The Preferred Alternative 
advances those specific recommendations considered in the Draft EIS process that are consistent with 
growth management objectives and will help to achieve goals and policies for Downtown 
development that were recently reaffirmed through neighborhood planning. 

 
2. Thank you for your comments on zoning and the TDC program. Chapter 2 of this Final EIS describes 

the context of other zoning- and bonus-related changes that were made over the last several years. 
Some of the amendments to the Land Use Code in 2001 that implemented neighborhood plan 
proposals, including the revised bonus and TDR provisions, were adopted with the anticipation that 
changes to height and density limits would be considered and resolved through the Draft EIS process.   
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3. All the alternatives are assumed to accommodate the same projected demand for housing in the study 

area—forecasted to be roughly 7,500 units.  Changes to the height and density limits in the different 
alternatives by themselves are not expected to affect demand. What will be built over the next 20 
years or so will be influenced more by demand for commercial space and housing than by the 
maximum zoning capacity. 

 
 What the zoning changes could alter is the ultimate capacity for future residential development.  For 

example, changes that create more zoned development capacity could theoretically accommodate the 
demand for housing over a longer period—say over a 40-year period rather than the 20-year 
timeframe examined in the EIS.  In the Draft EIS Land Use section, Table 24 compares how the 
changes under the various alternatives affect residential capacity, which ranges from a low of 8,490 
units in an Alternative 4 scenario to a high of 14,595 units in Alternative 3 where recommended 
zoning changes and use of TDC are assumed.   

 
 Another difference between the alternatives that affects housing is the amount of resources generated 

for affordable housing programs through the bonus and TDR provisions used by commercial 
development.  Given the various ranges between base FAR and maximum FAR limits on commercial 
density, the alternatives require use of these programs to different degrees.  Over 20 years, it is 
estimated these funds could be leveraged to produce approximately 2,675 subsidized units in 
Alternative 1, 3,225 units in Alternative 2, 2,775 units in Alternative 3, and 2,025 units in Alternative 
1. These units would not necessarily be built in the study area, but would be located within 
Downtown. 

 
4. Thank you for suggestions to further investigate mitigation strategies for accommodating low-income 

and affordable housing.  The Final EIS and the Preferred Alternative are intended to initiate a broader 
look at housing conditions in the larger Center City area.  Additional mitigation strategies may 
include extending options to locate housing funded by Downtown programs in adjacent areas outside 
Downtown where development costs would be less, allowing for more effective use of dollars 
generated by the housing bonus program. An additional mitigation measure proposed under the 
Preferred Alternative is a provision allowing greater heights for residential projects opting to 
contribute to an affordable housing fund.  Currently, residential development is not subject to any 
provisions addressing impacts on affordability 

 
5. Please see Chapters 1 through 4 of this Final EIS for further discussion of alternatives addressing 

residential development. 
 
6. Thank you for your comments on height, bulk and impacts on the pedestrian experience. Along with 

adverse impacts, the Draft EIS noted several positive impacts on streetscape and pedestrian amenity. 
Please see Chapter 1 of this Final EIS for further discussion of the Preferred Alternative. 

 
7. Thank you for your comments supporting smooth transitions in scale and density between different 

zones. Please see Chapters 1, 3 and 4 of this Final EIS for further discussion about the Preferred 
Alternative. 

 
8. Thank you for your comments on parks and open space impacts. Decisionmakers will consider 

several strategies to mitigate significant adverse impacts on this element of the environment. 
Following the Final EIS, additional work undertaken in the broader context of the Center City will 
address strategies for better connections between Downtown and open space resources in adjacent 
areas. 
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Letter 11 
People for Puget Sound 

 
1. Thank you for your comments on open space impacts.  
 
2. The City’s goals for open space in relation to population in the Comprehensive Plan and the 

Department of Parks and Recreation Complan are generally discussed in terms of households.  For 
Urban Centers, including Downtown, the Comprehensive Plan also includes goals for the 
employment population.  Currently, almost 75% of Downtown households are single persons living 
alone.  The average household size in Downtown is 1.34 persons per household.  The Draft EIS 
acknowledges that Downtown currently does not meet open space goals, and will not likely be able to 
meet them in the future. Certainly, it is unlikely that the amount of open space will double in the next 
20 years, given the cost of land and availability of sites. While expanding the supply and quality of 
public open space resources is a priority, other strategies are also considered, such as:  

• enhancing the public street environment as an urban amenity in Downtown neighborhoods; 
• taking fuller advantage of the perception of openness provided by views out of Downtown; 

and 
• improving connections to and increasing the use of existing open space resources within 

Downtown and adjacent areas.  
 
3. Thank you for your comments on stormwater impacts. The SEPA review process predicates the need 

for impact mitigation on the presence of significant adverse impacts that are attributable to the proposal. 
This EIS concludes that there would be no such significant adverse impacts on stormwater and therefore 
no mitigation is necessary. Future development would be required to provide stormwater control 
facilities meeting regulatory requirements. Those regulations require facilities that have substantive 
benefits in water quality and quantity control, particularly when compared to uncontrolled runoff from 
impervious surfaces that are present at many of the future development sites. While features such as 
green roofs, infiltration and porous pavement would provide benefits, their inclusion is not specifically 
warranted as stormwater impact mitigation by the findings of this EIS.   

 
Letter 12 

1,000 Friends of Washington 
 
1. Thank you for your comments. 
 
2. Thank you for your comments on housing impacts. Please see Chapter 1 of this Final EIS regarding 

how the Preferred Alternative responds to housing objectives. 
 
3. Thank you for your comments on pedestrian, bulk and scale impacts. Decisionmakers will consider a 

range of strategies to address potential adverse impacts. 
 
4. Thank you for your comments on traffic impacts and the need for transportation mitigation. Refer to 

Chapter 4 in this Final EIS for additional mitigation strategies that clarify transit-oriented mitigation 
funding methods and the role of housing in aiding transportation mitigation. 

 
5. Thank you for your comments supporting reductions in minimum and maximum parking 

requirements as a mitigation strategy. 
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6. Thank you for your comments on open space impacts and suggested mitigation strategies. 
Decisionmakers will consider several strategies to address potential adverse impacts. Current 
requirements for residential and office developments to provide open space or common recreation 
area for the use of project occupants, and incentives to provide public open space features similar to 
those you identify would be retained in all alternatives.   

 
Letter 13 

Michael Baker 
 
1.  Thank you for your comments. It is agreed that context is important to the discussion of the 

alternative height and density arrangements that are possible within Downtown Seattle. Perhaps most 
importantly, this includes the physical, political, legal, historical and regional contexts affecting 
Downtown. Comparisons to other cities’ experiences could be helpful as well. Effective visualization 
of the relative amounts of change is also of interest. Please see Chapters 1, 3 and 4 of this Final EIS 
for further discussion of the Preferred Alternative. 

 
2. Thank you for your comments. Inevitably, in publicly discussing complex zoning and policy issues, a 

level of precision is lost while an opportunity for the public to voice their opinions, interests and 
concerns is gained. Often, the opportunity to discuss precise quantitative data is limited in public 
meetings. Additional public meetings will occur as DPD moves forward with “Center City” planning 
efforts. Please review the Draft and Final EIS for additional information that illustrates the 
alternatives and their implications in quantitative and qualitative terms. 

  
3. Your comments touch on some of the pertinent interests to be considered by decisionmakers, 

summarized as: what are the purposes and projected outcomes of regulatory changes, and how would 
those fit in with growth management policies and the public interest? The Draft EIS should be 
considered in the context of the larger planning effort that it serves.  Primarily, the EIS is a tool for 
evaluating proposals that were developed as part of an extensive neighborhood planning process.  
While summarized in the document, much of the rationale upon which the recommendations are 
based is discussed more fully in the plans themselves. 

 
4. The Draft EIS extensively analyzed components of the “built environment” that are the most 

important aspects of the environment in highly-developed Downtown. The elements related to the 
natural environment—Water, Earth, Air Quality, Plants and Animals among others—were considered 
for review during “scoping” of the document, but eliminated due to lack of probable significant 
adverse impacts in the Downtown study area. Given the complexity of the subject matter, it may be 
difficult for the reader to interpret the relative level of impacts, but in general that is determined by 
comparing the impacts of the alternatives to Alternative 4, which is a “No Action” alternative (e.g., 
what would happen if the existing zoning continued over the next 20 years). See Chapter 4 of this 
Final EIS for an impact summary table comparing the alternatives. 

 
5. Thank you for your comments on urban character issues. This EIS is one aspect of the City’s ongoing 

planning efforts that seek to make the best policy and regulatory choices to guide Seattle’s growth. 
Please see Chapters 1 through 4 of this Final EIS for further discussion of alternatives. 
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Letter 14 
Marshall N. Brown 

 
1. Thank you for your comments. Please note that the study area does not include South Lake Union or 

lower Queen Anne, and includes only the portion of the Denny Regrade (Belltown) that is nearest the 
Downtown Commercial Core. 

 
Letter 15 

Jonathan Dubman 
 
1. Thank you for your comments. You touch on several of the interrelated topics relevant to possible 

zoning changes—including the function of height limits and transitions, building bulk, views, 
Downtown housing, growth management, transportation and historic preservation. 

 
Letter 16 

Robert F. Hintz 
 
1. The Draft EIS included analysis in Chapter 3 and Appendix H of the relationship to Comprehensive 

Plan policies. The analysis does not identify any Comprehensive Plan goals or policies that need to be 
modified in order for the zone change alternatives to occur. This suggests that even with such 
changes, the Downtown zoning system would remain consistent with the current goals and policies of 
the Comprehensive Plan.   

 
Letter 17 

Douglas Howe 
 
1. In the Draft EIS, Alternative 1 assumed an increase in the base FAR for the DOC2-300 zone from 5 

to 6, but not an increase from 5 to 7 in the DMC zone. Chapter 1 of the Final EIS includes discussion 
that clarifies the rationale for the changes proposed in the Preferred Alternative.  

 
2. Thank you for your comments on Alternative 2. Your summary mischaracterizes the text at page 2-

15. In reference to the DMC zones peripheral to the office core, Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS notes, 
“…where it is desirable to balance residential and employment growth and maintain a gradual 
transition between the concentrated development intensity in the office core zones and surrounding 
neighborhoods…” It does not indicate that commercial development should be discouraged in favor 
of residential development.  The Draft EIS Chapter 2 characterization of the Downtown Mixed 
Commercial zone reflects an interpretation that the “Mixed Commercial” zone should accommodate a 
mixture of residential and commercial uses and should provide transition to less dense surrounding 
areas. 

 
3. Thank you for your comments on Alternative 3.  Please see Chapters 1 and 2 of this Final EIS for 

further discussion of alternatives. 
 
4. Thank you for your comments on the Transfer of Development Credits (TDC) program. 

Notwithstanding value judgments about the worth of the TDC program, the alternatives’ varying 
effects on the operability of the TDC program represent an adverse impact on a current land use 
regulatory program. Please see the text of Letter 3 from the King County Water and Land Resources 
Division. 
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5. Thank you for your comments on urban design and height/bulk/scale. It is agreed that good building 
design is an essential need. Flexibility for better tower design is part of the rationale for increasing 
height limits. This would address the criticism that recent projects' bulk were caused by too-
constraining height limits in the Land Use Code. Even though these projects were subject to Design 
Review, the constrained height limits still encouraged bulkier floor plates to achieve the maximum 
permitted density.  The Draft EIS found that with the proportions of added height and density in some 
of the alternatives, the same issue of bulky appearance would not be resolved. The Preferred 
Alternative provides a new choice that will provide more flexibility in height to achieve better 
building forms that will have more aesthetically pleasing distribution of bulk. 

 
Letter 18 

William Justen 
 
1. Thank you for your comments on Alternative 1 and the need for increased density Downtown. Please 

see Chapter 1 of this Final EIS for discussion of the Preferred Alternative. 
 
2. Thank you for your comments on Downtown residential growth as a form of traffic mitigation. As 

discussed in response to comments of the Seattle Planning Commission, U.S. Census data from 2000 
indicate relatively low automobile ownership by Downtown residents and a considerably higher rate 
of walking to/from work than residents in other areas of the city. The EIS analyses reflect an 
understanding of that phenomenon. Refer to Chapter 4 of this Final EIS for an additional mitigation 
strategy that clarifies the role of residential growth in aiding transportation mitigation. 

 
3. The analysis in the Draft EIS does not dispute the beneficial effects of Downtown housing with 

regard to transportation. However, the magnitude of this impact needs to be considered in light of the 
overall composition of Downtown's household and employment population. In 2000, there were 
11,361 households compared to 174,528 jobs Downtown, and increases in employment continue to 
outpace housing growth.  The more relevant issue may be the relationship between actions that 
increase future employment growth Downtown (such as proposals for increasing commercial density 
limits) and efforts to increase the supply of housing.  Please see Chapter 1 of this Final EIS for a 
discussion of the Preferred Alternative’s approach to actions that would promote both residential and 
employment growth, to maximize the benefits of a mixed-use development pattern, including the 
transportation benefits cited in your letter. 

 
 The off-street parking analysis does not exaggerate future parking demand, because it appropriately 

calculates residential and employment-related parking demands. The residential parking demand was 
based on 1990 U.S. Census-based automobile ownership rates that are relatively consistent with 2000 
U.S. Census data. The employment-related parking demand accurately embodied regional mode share 
projections that account for the entire spectrum of transportation choices made by all areas throughout 
the region, including Downtown. In other words, it takes into account the travel behavior of 
Downtown residents and employees. 

 
4. Proposals for increasing commercial density limits were based on an assumption that additional 

development capacity would be needed to accommodate potential job growth Downtown.  For 
analysis purposes, the Draft EIS assumed a relatively ambitious rate of growth to provide a sufficient 
assessment of the potential impacts that could occur over 20 years under different growth scenarios. 
The Draft EIS did conclude that the zoning under all alternatives, including existing conditions, could 
accommodate even an ambitious rate of growth that might occur over 20 years.  
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 As is demonstrated in the Draft EIS analysis, increasing height and density limits does not necessarily 
ensure the maximum generation of revenue for housing through the bonus programs.  If growth levels 
are significantly below those anticipated and demand for office space is low, it is possible that 
projects would not be built to the permitted maximum FAR limit, which under some scenarios allows 
projects over 1,000,000 square feet on full-block sites.  Under such circumstances, and coupled with 
proposals for increases to the base FAR limit, the use of housing bonuses may actually be less. 

 
5. Your comments endorsing Downtown high-rise housing development as an amenity that could help 

attract additional office development are noted. Regarding the desirability of encouraging high-
density high-rise residential towers, the Preferred Alternative in this Final EIS focuses on identifying 
the conditions that will optimally attract residential development, including locations and the relative 
intensity of commercial development allowed in the area.  Please see Chapter 1 of this Final EIS for 
more information.  

 
6. If so little office development is anticipated in the future, such significant increases in commercial 

development densities throughout the study area would seem unwarranted.  Such a scenario raises the 
concern that residential development would be less likely to occur in areas where property owners 
might be more inclined to hold onto property in anticipation of accommodating high-density 
commercial development at some point in the distant future.  The Preferred Alternative seeks to 
provide a balance by increasing opportunities for the highest-density commercial development in the 
areas that are clearly best suited to that use, and accommodating residential development in other 
areas while not precluding employment growth in those areas. 

 
7. Depending on the location, height limit increases of 50% may actually be less than those proposed in 

some alternatives.  For example, in Alternative 1, heights are proposed to be increased by 100 feet 
throughout the Denny Triangle, which is more than a 50% increase in areas where current limits are 
125 feet and 160 feet.  If the intent for the increases is to encourage taller and more slender residential 
towers, height limits above 600 feet may be unnecessary.  As a comparison, in Vancouver, B.C., a 
city often cited for successfully achieving this building type, the maximum height limits generally 
range between 320 to 450 feet. 

 
8. Thank you for your comments on the “planned community development” (PCD) process. The 

minimum site size of a PCD is currently 55,000 square feet in DOC 1 and 100,000 square feet in 
other Downtown areas where it is permitted.  The purpose of establishing the PCD process was to 
allow added flexibility for major development on large sites or areas of Downtown to accommodate 
projects providing major public benefits, such as significant public open space, and to coordinate 
development over a larger area to enhance benefits beyond what might otherwise be achieved.  These 
benefits might include a wider range of uses in the area, accommodating a needed public facility, 
providing for a better massing of development to achieve specific urban form objectives, preserving 
landmark structures, etc.  At a little over one-third the area of a typical square block, a site of 20,000-
25,000 square feet would likely be insufficient in size to accommodate the type of tradeoff between 
flexibility and public benefit intended. As an alternative that would better address flexibility for 
certain situations, changes to combined lot provisions could be considered. 

 
9. Thank you for your comments on preferring to let the market determine the balance between 

employment and residential growth. If the public is to consider making substantial public investment 
in residential infrastructure in some Downtown areas, it may be desirable to have the assurance 
provided by certain land use regulations that enough housing to warrant the investment will actually 
occur in the area. 

 
10. Thank you for your comments. 



Downtown Seattle Height and Density Changes EIS Page 5-21 

 
Letter 19 

Alan Kurimura 
 
1. Thank you for your comments. 
 

Letter 20 
Jack McCullough, letter #1 

 
1. Thank you for your comments. Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS and portions of Chapter 3 characterized the 

relationship of the alternatives to the applicable neighborhood plans. The maximum height and 
density increases specified in these neighborhood plans were incorporated into Alternative 1. Please 
see Chapter 1 of this Final EIS regarding the Preferred Alternative. 

 
2. Thank you for your comments on upper level setbacks and the need for design flexibility. Increases to 

the height limits are proposed, in part, to provide more flexibility for the massing of structures. The 
Preferred Alternative also proposes maximum floor sizes for high-rise residential structures and limits 
on façade widths as a simpler approach for addressing the bulk of development. 

 
3. Downtown Seattle, already the largest employment center in the region, makes sense as a primary 

focus of the cited transit systems. It is not clear that funding for such systems will have been ill-spent 
if no zoning changes occur. Downtown's growth targets reflect the presence of these transit 
improvements. Providing additional capacity for growth in Downtown could aid in reinforcing the 
value of such transit systems. 

 
4. Thank you for your comments. Please refer to neighborhood plan-related discussion in Chapter 2 of 

this Final EIS. 
 
5. Thank you for your comment on the impacts of Alternative 3 and buffers.  This comment 

mischaracterizes the findings of the EIS with respect to jobs. The Draft EIS at page 3-11 indicated 
that if all redevelopable sites in the Urban Center were built out over the next 40 to 50 years, 
Alternative 1 would accommodate approximately 33,000 more employees than Alternative 3. This 
translates to approximately 48 years of future employment growth capacity under Alternative 1 
compared to approximately 38 years of employment growth capacity under Alternative 3. This 
illustrates the range of potential long-term differences in zoned capacity under the studied 
alternatives. Please see the response to comment #21 in this letter regarding transitions (or "buffers") 
in DMC zones. 

 
 It should be pointed out that the Downtown neighborhood plans also emphasize accommodating 

substantial increases in the Downtown housing supply, with a goal for adding over 15,000 units by 
2014.  This goal far exceeds the number of housing units likely to be funded through the commercial 
incentive programs, estimated to be between 2,025 and 3,225 units depending upon the alternative.  
Meeting this goal will require substantially more opportunities for accommodating housing 
development than can be produced through incentives for commercial development. 

 
6. Thank you for your comments on the topic of “mandatory mixed-use” buildings under Alternative 3. 

The provision proposed in Alternative 3 makes mixed-use “mandatory” only in the sense that projects 
opting to develop above the base FAR would be required to include residential use on the site.  
Commercial development in the DMR/C zone under Alternative 3 would be permitted to build up to 
the base FAR of 5 without housing. 
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7. Thank you for your comments on the cost of slender residential buildings. Please see Chapter 1 of this 

Final EIS regarding recommended provisions to encourage slender buildings. Also, please see the 
response to comment 3 in Letter 8 (Downtown Seattle Association) regarding the pedestrian 
environment. Decisionmakers will need to provide a balance, weighing actions that could potentially 
increase building cost against measures to ensure the quality and livability of the urban environment. 

 
8. Your comments on market-related perspectives about growth, development costs, and the need for 

incentivizing strategies rather than restrictive mitigation strategies are noted. Estimates of potential 
diversion of growth to other neighborhoods or jurisdictions are speculative and difficult to evaluate 
meaningfully (see the response to comment 9 below, and the responses to comments 7-9 in Letter 5 
from the Seattle Planning Commission). 

 
9. Your perspectives about growth, comparative costs of development and related project 

decisionmaking cited in this comment are noted. However, as reinforced by the findings of a real 
estate consultant study, the Draft EIS notes that “the number of employees Downtown will instead be 
driven by economic forces larger than the Downtown real estate market. Factors such as the regional 
and international growth industries most likely to seek Downtown office space, interest rates, the 
availability of funding for new development projects, and the regional transportation network are 
more likely to influence the amount of new Downtown office development than zoning changes.” The 
economic cycles in this region and their evident effect on “boom-bust” development cycles 
demonstrate these influences on development trends.  

 
 At the level of 20-year growth projections for a large area, it is reasonable to assume a certain level of 

residential and employment growth and study its effects among four alternatives. This is particularly 
helpful in order to gauge the comparative impacts among the alternatives for several elements of the 
environment. Estimations of potential differences in total amounts of growth over 20 years based on 
shades of differences in zone regulations would be rather speculative, and might obscure comparisons 
of impacts among the alternatives. Considering that Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 consist primarily of 
increases in allowable height and density (in Alternative 3 only for the DOC 1 and DOC 2 zones), 
these alternatives should increase the attractiveness of Downtown for development rather than 
decrease it. (Also see the response to comment 20 in this letter.) 

 
 It should also be noted that the objectives of the proposals evaluated in the Draft EIS are not solely 

focused on promoting employment growth Downtown.  They also emphasize creating conditions 
conducive to housing development.  The various alternatives explore different approaches for 
balancing how both job and housing growth can be accommodated. 

 
10. Thank you for your comments on the TDC program. Notwithstanding value judgments about the 

worth of the TDC program, the alternatives’ varying effects on the operability of the TDC program 
represent an adverse impact on a current land use regulatory program. Refer to Letter 3 from the King 
County Water and Land Resources Division. The program has already resulted in the expenditure and 
commitment of funds by King County for public amenities in the Denny Triangle, as well as an 
interlocal agreement committing the County to include significant public open space as part of the 
redevelopment of a major property holding, Convention Place Station, in the area. 

 
11. The EIS does not base its assessment of housing impacts in Chapter 3 on the premise of a 1-for-1 

jobs-housing balance. The cited discussion is located on pages 1-7 and 1-8 of the Draft EIS under the 
heading of “Major Issues to be Resolved.” The discussion poses policy questions rather than 
certainties on the topic of priorities for employment and residential growth. The discussion does not 
promote a 1-for-1 job/housing balance. Rather, it poses two possible policy choices: one that would 
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“expand Downtown’s role as employment center,” and the other that would “promote a balance 
between both employment and housing growth.” Under this latter point, the discussion notes the 
presence of housing as well as employment growth targets for Downtown, and the possible need to 
ensure sufficient housing capacity. In reality, these are not “either/or” propositions, and “balance” 
should be interpreted as only a relative term.  

 
12. The EIS does not assume a premise that “Downtown workers should live Downtown.” With regard to 

low-income housing, this comment mischaracterizes findings on page 3-23 of the Draft EIS. The text 
identifies that under Alternative 2 a greater proportion of employee households (of all incomes) could 
theoretically find housing Downtown if all development capacity was used, and that this reflects “a 
decrease in the number of potential Downtown workers and an increase in the number of potential 
housing units.” Therefore, the Draft EIS already provides the clarification this comment requests. On 
the same page (3-23) of the Draft EIS, it is noted that under Alternative 2, “more resources could be 
available to meet demand for housing for the lowest-income households than under Alternative 1. 
New office and hotel projects contributing to the Downtown Bonus program would provide funds that 
could leverage other public and private funds to create housing to serve these populations.” 

 
13. This comment mischaracterizes the nature of the analysis on page 3-18 and 3-20 of the Draft EIS. The 

reference on page 3-18 compares the number of households generated by Downtown commercial 
employment at maximum commercial buildout to the maximum number of housing units at 
maximum residential buildout in Downtown. This illustrates that future Downtown commercial 
growth is likely to generate much more demand for housing than able to be satisfied within 
Downtown under any of the alternatives. 

 
 This comment narrowly defines Downtown as only an employment center, whereas City policy also 

defines a residential housing role for Downtown (refer to Draft EIS Tables 8 and 9, pages 3-6 and 3-
7). The fact is that a certain proportion of households that work Downtown will prefer to live 
Downtown, and some proportion of those households might not be able to locate suitably priced 
housing in Downtown, now and in the future. The fact of demand for housing Downtown (as 
witnessed in Belltown and other neighborhoods) does not reflect an assumption that “employees in an 
urban center should live in that urban center.” Creating opportunities for Downtown workers to live 
Downtown is regarded as a positive aspect that, ultimately, could help alleviate transportation impacts 
related to work commute trips. 

 
14. This comment assumes that mixed-use projects are limited to projects that include both residential 

and commercial uses in the same structure.  Several built or proposed mixed-use developments in 
Seattle include housing and commercial uses in separate structures.  The consultant’s analysis 
concluded that over time, developers would seek to maximize return on properties by full utilization 
of the development potential for both commercial and residential use on a site. This conclusion is 
applicable to all of the studied alternatives, not just Alternative 3. Refer to Draft EIS Appendix G for 
modeled project data. 

 
15. For all alternatives, the assumption was that development would be built to the maximum density 

limits, and the amount of funding generated for affordable housing was based on what proportion of 
the floor area above the base FAR would be gained through the housing bonus program.  The 
consultant indicated this was a reasonable outcome under all scenarios.  The fact that a major office 
project currently under construction is being built to the existing maximum FAR without the benefit 
of height and density increases and fully participating in the housing bonus program lends support to 
the validity of this assumption. The cited differences in base FAR definition among the alternatives 
were intentional, as part of the analytic process.  
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 The approach employed in the Draft EIS analysis does include comparisons that are based on a 
consistent set of assumptions.  If it were necessary to suggest that Alternative 3 “overstates” housing 
production because the need to use more bonus area makes a project more costly (another 
assumption), it would be equally important to suggest that Alternative 1 overstates the situation. This 
is because it assumes all projects will build to the proposed higher maximum FARs, which one could 
argue may not be the case if the cost of the bonus was considered unreasonable relative to the 
expected return for the project. 

 
16. The housing mitigation strategies (page 3-28 of the Draft EIS) address measures to increase funding 

for affordable subsidized housing through the bonus program for commercial development, as well as 
measures for enhancing conditions for market-rate housing production.  

• For affordable subsidized housing through the bonus program, no proposals would require a 
reduction in proposed development densities.  The additional use of bonuses would be achieved 
by maximizing the use of housing bonuses for gaining additional floor area above the base FAR, 
which could include maintaining the base FARs at current levels while allowing increases in the 
maximum FARs.   

• To increase opportunities for market-rate residential development, one strategy identified is to 
rezone areas for primarily residential use, which would result in reduced commercial densities.  
There are no instances where commercial development densities are recommended to be reduced 
below current levels and use of the housing bonus increased. 

 
17. Thank you for your comment on exploring family-oriented amenities and schools as an incentive. 
 
18. Your perspectives about growth, comparative costs of development and related decision-making are 

noted. This comment overstates the assumptions made for the analysis. It may also overstate the 
portability of commercial demand and development choices within the region. Certain affinities to 
Downtown locations exist for certain business sectors (for example, law offices attracted by 
proximity to courts). Also, this comment discounts the increases built into the action alternatives. 
Given that Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 consist primarily of increases in permissible height and density (in 
Alternatives 2 and 3 only for the DOC 1 and DOC 2 zones), they should conceptually increase the 
attractiveness of Downtown for development rather than decrease it.  Please see the responses to 
comments 8, 9 and 20 in this letter for additional discussion, and refer to Chapter 1 of this Final EIS 
for description of the Preferred Alternative. 

 
19. Your comments on bonus costs affecting maximization of density are noted. However, it appears they 

conflict with neighborhood plans' rationales for increasing density. Increasing the supply of 
subsidized housing was one of the primary justifications for height and density increases. Not 
utilizing the full density would reduce the financial resources generated for affordable housing, 
resulting in fewer subsidized units.  

 
20. This comment assumes that some of the alternatives to significantly increase height and density 

Downtown would generate “dislocation” of Downtown development to other Seattle neighborhoods 
or cities in the region. Given other commentary in this letter, this is likely directed at Alternatives 2 
and 3, in which fewer areas of Downtown would be increased in height and density than in 
Alternative 1. An underlying assumption of this comment is that anything less than the maximum 
zoning change will generate impacts. However, the normal orientation of SEPA review is to evaluate 
impacts by comparing to the No Action Alternative, which is Alternative 4. Using this approach, all 
of the other alternatives would represent significant increases in permissible height and density, 
which should increase the attractiveness of Downtown for development rather than decrease it. 
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Therefore, potential “dislocation” of development to other areas based on differences in zoning is not 
a supported finding, nor is it an impact of the alternatives. 

 
 Further, the regional growth strategy promoted through GMA calls for the creation of other 

employment centers and continued investments to improve transit access to these areas.  As the 
region continues to grow and the job base increases, it is unreasonable to assume that Downtown will 
continue to maintain the same percentage of regional employment growth as it has in the past.  The 
efforts of the GMA are to ensure that most growth occurs in the already urbanized area of the region, 
within designated centers like Downtown where it can be best accommodated. 

 
21. The Downtown Urban Center Plan was adopted in 1999 and the goals and policies for the Downtown 

Urban Center are now included in the Neighborhood Planning Element of the Comprehensive Plan.  
These goal and policies were largely drawn from the Downtown Land Use and Transportation Plan, 
originally adopted in 1985, which was reviewed and reaffirmed through the neighborhood planning 
process.  The concept of providing for transitions in Downtown areas appears in several policies in 
the Comprehensive Plan, including those related to establishing height and density limits, and the 
intent of specific zones.   

 
 In particular, the Downtown Mixed Commercial (DMC) zone is described as suitable for areas “that 

provide a transition in the level of activity and scale of development.” (DT-LUP4).  DT-UDP4 states 
that height limits are regulated to “provide transition to the edges of Downtown to complement the 
physical form, features and landmarks of the areas adjacent to Downtown.”  In DT-UDP5, transition 
is specifically identified as a criterion for determining appropriate height limits, with the direction to 
“generally taper height limits from an apex in the office core toward the perimeter of Downtown, to 
provide transitions to the waterfront and neighborhoods adjacent to Downtown.”  While what 
constitutes an appropriate transition is debatable, providing a transition between high-density 
Downtown areas and less-intensive adjacent neighborhoods is still a legitimate matter. The Draft EIS 
Figure 19 entitled “sensitive transition areas” identifies how the current zoning and height limits have 
been defined to accommodate transition between the study area and adjacent neighborhoods. 

 
22. The City’s SEPA Ordinance discusses Height, Bulk and Scale impacts at SMC 25.05.675G. The 

policy background text indicates “The purpose of the City’s adopted land use regulations is to 
provide for smooth transition between industrial, commercial, and residential areas, to preserve the 
character of individual city neighborhoods and to reinforce natural topography by controlling the 
height, bulk and scale of development.”  Further, “However, the City’s land use regulations cannot 
anticipate or address all substantial adverse impacts resulting from incongruous height, bulk and 
scale…Similarly, the mapping of the City’s zoning designations cannot always provide a reasonable 
transition in height, bulk and scale between development in adjacent zones.” These observations and 
policies supporting compatibility of height, bulk and scale provide a foundation for discussing 
impacts in the Draft EIS. Your comment on the Design Review process and impact mitigation is 
noted. However, Design Review only applies to the existing zoning context.  It does not address 
situations where changes to height and density are being considered that would introduce a different 
scale of development within an area. 

 
23. Nine alley vacations have been approved in Downtown over the last 10 years, including the IDX 

Tower site, 700 Olive, Stewart Place and Grand Hyatt/Washington State Convention Center 
expansion. Given that bulk is controlled through a floor area ratio in Downtown, and the total amount 
of floor area allowed is determined by site size, vacating alleys to create large full-block sites does 
allow a much larger scale of development to be introduced into an area than would otherwise occur if 
public rights-of-way were maintained in public use.  One of the arguments for increasing building 
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height limits has been to allow more design flexibility to correct the bulky appearance of recent 
projects like the IDX Tower and 700 Olive, both of which were granted alley vacations.   

 
 The alley vacation review process allows a range of impacts and public benefits to be considered, and 

a final decision to achieve a high priority public benefit, such as the preservation of a landmark 
structure, may allow for a tradeoff permitting a bulkier-appearing building. While there are potential 
positive benefits that can be achieved through the approval process for alley vacations,  there may be 
limits to how extensively issues of building bulk can be addressed if the height limits and density 
limits are established based on a development pattern set by the existing platting of private parcels 
and public rights-of-way. There may also be limits if the relationship between the height limits and 
the density limits is such that design flexibility is severely constrained for a maximized development 
(in terms of floor area) on a large site created by the alley vacation.  

 
24. Your comments on the need for incentives to promote the development of slender residential 

buildings are noted. As noted with other descriptions of bulk characteristics, “slender” is a relative 
term. The zoning for much of Belltown includes development standards to limit the bulk of 
residential towers, making them more slender than some high-rises built in other Downtown zones 
that are not subject to these standards.  These regulations limiting tower size have not prevented these 
buildings from being built within the current height limits of 240 feet. What constitutes “slender” 
towers will need to be defined, as well as how best to achieve them in a manner that makes 
development economically feasible. See Chapters 1, 3 and 4 of this Final EIS for further discussion of 
the Preferred Alternative. 

 
25. Your comments on the difficulties of requiring limited floorplates for slender office buildings and the 

potential effect on development decisions are noted. 
 
26. Your opposition to extending DMR development standards to other Downtown areas as mitigation is 

noted. 
 
27. Your comments on the mitigation strategy of converting residential floor area to chargeable FAR are 

noted. Legitimate concerns about the potential bulk of residential buildings have been raised by City 
staff and the public, because these structures are not subject to the same controls as other permitted 
uses. The condition could potentially be exacerbated in situations where development sites “max out” 
permitted commercial densities, than add residential use to increase overall project floor area and 
bulk.  If the maximum density limits expressed in the commercial FAR and height limits imply a 
certain predictability regarding the potential scale of Downtown development in a particular area, 
future projects that substantially exceed these limits due to floor area exemptions may result in 
unanticipated impacts.  Downtown plans and policies seek to promote residential development, but 
not at all costs; there are also policies addressing desirable conditions to promote livability and a 
high-quality physical environment that need to be taken into consideration.    

 
28. Your comments on the mitigation strategy of overlays for transition areas are noted. Please see the 

response to comment 21 above regarding the background and policy basis for “sensitive transition 
areas.” 

 
29. Under existing provisions, (SMC 23.49.011A2a), street-level retail sales and service or entertainment 

uses continue to be bonusable features in certain mapped locations allowing floor area increases for 
the first FAR above the base FAR in DOC 1 and DOC 2 zones.  In DMC zones, the option to bonus 
this space is still available at mapped locations.   Elsewhere, the fact that the space occupied by 
certain street level uses, including retail, is exempt from floor area calculations is in effect a bonus 
that is not available to development in zones outside of Downtown.  When the retail bonus was 



Downtown Seattle Height and Density Changes EIS Page 5-27 

initially established, it was at a time when providing street level uses was regarded as a financial risk 
for a project.  As Downtown continues to evolve as a dense, pedestrian-oriented environment, 
providing such uses will become less risky and may no longer warrant a public bonus, especially in 
light of the desire to support higher-priority public benefits.  It should also be noted that residential 
projects within Downtown, and all developments in Pioneer Square and the International District, 
provide street-level uses without the benefit of a bonus.    

 
30. The Downtown Code states in Section 23.49.011.A1f. “Except as otherwise provided in this 

subsection A2f, not less than five (5) percent of all floor area above the base FAR to be gained on any 
lot, excluding any floor area gained under subsection A2a or A2c of this Section, shall be gained 
through the transfer of Landmark TDR, to the extent Landmark TDR is available.  Landmark TDR 
shall be considered ‘available’ only to the extent that, at the time of the Master Use Permit, 
application to gain the additional floor area, the City of Seattle is offering Landmark TDR for sale, at 
a price per square foot no greater than the total bonus contribution under Section 23.49.012 for a 
project using the cash option for both housing and child care facilities.”  Currently, the City has not 
acquired any Landmark TDR that would be subject to the provision cited above.    

 
31. As described in the responses to comments 5 and 20 of this letter, the suggested job “dislocation” or 

dispersal impacts are not identified impacts of any Alternative. Further, the suggestion that 30,000 
jobs would need to be accommodated in Seattle neighborhoods or other cities as a result of selecting a 
particular alternative is based on an erroneous interpretation of the findings. 

 
32. Thank you for your comments on eliminating minimum parking requirements but not parking 

ceilings. To promote greater transit use, the Preferred Alternative proposes elimination of the 
commercial parking requirement, while maintaining the maximum limits on the amount of parking 
that can be provided. 

 
33. The parking analysis indicates that future development would likely provide considerably more 

parking than the amount lost from existing parking facilities, including short-term parking, assuming 
existing types of parking requirements continue, or developers would choose to provide parking at 
amounts currently required to meet tenant demand. The alternatives do not include restrictions that 
would hinder market-driven provision of parking supply.   

 
34. The suggested analyses of project costs brought about by a potential LEED requirement (a sustainable 

design approach) and its relationship to regional competitiveness in attracting new development are 
beyond the scope of this EIS. Any potential cost analysis would need to carefully specify what 
timeframe and context would be assumed. Sustainable design advocates generally conclude that the 
LEED approach results in net benefits with regard to long-term cost performance of buildings, 
including with regard to their occupants. 

 
Letter 21 

Jack McCullough, letter #2 
 
1. Thank you for submitting the extensive list of potential code changes intended as a menu of options, 

as well as their supporting goals and assumptions. 
 
2. Your recommendations for enhancing the Design Review process via design departures are noted. 
 
3. Your recommendation for eliminating or simplifying upper level setbacks and coverage limitations is 

noted. See Chapter 1 of this Final EIS for discussion of the Preferred Alternative. 



Page 5-28  Downtown Seattle Height and Density Changes EIS 

 
4. Your recommendation for modifying “access-to-parking” standards is noted. Current provisions seek 

to direct loading activities off alleys and locate vehicular access to on-site parking to locations with 
the least impact on pedestrian circulation. 

 
5. Your recommendations for providing transitions in scale are noted. One concern about provisions that 

address an issue like transition is that they provide a high degree of predictability.  Provisions that 
introduce flexibility that may result in unintended consequences could be counterproductive.  

 
6. Your recommendation for allowing more transfer and “stacking” of floor area is noted. Concerns 

about the relationship between the maximum densities allowed and the height needed to 
accommodate permitted floor area are important to address.  Height limits even as high as 700 feet 
may not be adequate to accommodate development that can be as dense as 20 FAR, and allowed to 
become denser through the additional stacking of floor area from nearby sites. 

 
7. Your recommendations for greater flexibility to achieve slender residential towers are noted. With 

proposed height limits as high as 700 feet, there may not be a strong incentive to develop a slender 
tower in order to go even higher.  In Vancouver, B.C., a city often cited for successfully achieving 
taller, slender residential towers, the typical height for such towers is 320 feet, with 450 feet allowed 
in some areas. See Chapter 1 of this Final EIS for discussion of the Preferred Alternative. 

 
8. Your recommendation for easing Energy Code requirements is noted. However, the Washington State 

Energy Code requirements for residential buildings are established by the RCW as both a maximum 
and a minimum. The City of Seattle does not have the authority to make modifications to these 
requirements (DPD, 2004). 

 
9. Your recommendations for providing more residential- and family-oriented amenity bonuses are 

noted.  Currently, the bonuses are limited for use by commercial developments.  The bonus provides 
an incentive of added floor area for projects incorporating features or participating in programs that 
are intended to mitigate the impacts resulting from increased employment densities.  While there may 
be a logical extension to include features that benefit Downtown residents, since some percentage of 
them are likely work in these new developments, it may be more direct and defensible to look to 
residential development to contribute, either through incentives or requirements, to features used by 
the residential population. See Chapter 1 of this Final EIS for discussion of the Preferred Alternative. 

 
10. Your recommendation for easing other construction code requirements is noted.   
 
11. Your recommendations for open space bonusing are noted. Current provisions allow bonuses for open 

space provided off-site, and also allow the open space requirement for an office project to be met by 
providing public open space at an off-site location.  The TDC program in the Denny Triangle allows 
contributions to an amenity fund to generate resources for open space acquisition.  Provisions for 
open space TDR also allow floor area increases for projects that purchase development rights from 
sites that are to be improved as public open space.  Difficulties potentially hindering use of these 
incentives include lack of available sites and the need to coordinate with multiple development 
projects to gain sufficient resources for open space acquisition and improvements. For any single 
project, the expense is likely too great relative to the bonus gained.  

 
12. Your recommendation for restoring and enhancing the retail bonus is noted. Please see the response 

to comment 29 in Letter 20 above.   
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13. Your recommendation for providing a “free” additional 2 FAR for additions to existing development 
is noted. However, many of these projects, including the one cited, were built under earlier Codes, 
when the base FAR was as high as 10, so have benefited from relatively more “free” FAR than 
projects built more recently.  Also, with certain uses exempt from FAR calculations, like housing and 
street-level retail, there are opportunities to accommodate additional development without the need to 
use bonuses. 

 
14. Your recommendation to eliminate SEPA transportation mitigation authority in Downtown is noted. 

The planned public transit system improvements, transportation management plans (TMPs) and 
parking limitations will provide significant assistance in addressing Downtown congestion impacts. 
However, it is not necessary or advisable for the City to eliminate mitigation authority, as elimination 
of authority would not in itself improve any impact condition. This approach would negate the 
potential for SEPA authority to be used in a coordinated, positive fashion to achieve targeted physical 
improvements to Downtown's street network. See Chapter 4 of this Final EIS for the summary of 
transportation mitigation strategies put forward for consideration by decisionmakers. 

 
15. Your recommendation to consider additional increases in density (20 FAR in DOC1, 16 FAR in DOC 

2 and 13 FAR in DMC) is noted. The Draft EIS alternatives included the specific increases that were 
proposed in the various Downtown neighborhood plans. See Chapter 1 of this Final EIS for 
discussion of the Preferred Alternative. 

 
16. Your recommendation for linking density increases to proximity to rail transit is noted. However, the 

suggested proximity of four blocks from rail transit would encompass most of the Downtown area. It 
has been the intent of Downtown zoning to reflect the accessibility to transit in establishing the 
maximum allowable densities in an area. 

 
17. Your recommendation for eliminating minimum parking requirements is noted. 
 
18. Your recommendation for restoring the short-term parking bonus is noted. Short-term parking 

remains a bonusable item under current regulations.  Providing short-term parking within a mapped 
area abutting the retail core can be used to increase floor area in a project for the first FAR above the 
base FAR (see SMC 23.49.011A2a). However, the bonus for short-term parking is based on 
providing additional parking in excess of the amount otherwise required, and the elimination of the 
minimum parking requirement in the Preferred Alternative makes it more difficult to distinguish the 
public benefit provided by this incentive if it is used only to satisfy the demand for short-term parking 
generated by the project itself. 

 
19. Your recommendation for increasing the allowable maximum distance for off-site parking in 

Downtown is noted. 
 
20. Your recommendation for allowing housing TDRs to be generated from sites outside Downtown is 

noted. Downtown neighborhood plans have emphasized a desire to focus the benefits of Downtown 
development incentive programs on Downtown neighborhoods. In addressing issues like this, 
consideration also needs to be given to the zoning where housing resources outside of Downtown are 
located. Since the transfer involves unused commercial development potential, many structures 
outside of Downtown are located in zones with little or no allowances for commercial use.  Further, 
cheaper land values outside of Downtown may make available TDRs from these locations more 
attractive than more costly TDRs in from housing structures in Downtown neighborhoods, where 
housing resources are more likely to be threatened by greater pressures for commercial development.  
In any case, proposals that potentially contribute to an oversupply of available TDRs can also weaken 
the program.  
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21. Your recommendation to allow the housing bonus value to float is noted. To some degree, it is 

unlikely that development will occur until demand has reached the point that rents rise to the levels 
that were used to initially establish the value.   

 
22. Your recommendations regarding the Planned Community Development tool are noted. Please see the 

response to comment 8 in Letter 20 above.  Because of the significant variations in development 
densities that can occur on portions of a PCD area, and the need to establish a clear public benefit to 
sanction the extra flexibility, it is not likely that this would be approved at the administrative level.   

 
23. Your recommendations for increasing the flexibility for using TDRs are noted. See Chapter 1 of this 

Final EIS for discussion of the Preferred Alternative. 
 
24. Regarding two half-blocks between Pine and Union, these blocks, located in the retail core (DRC) 

zone, were not included in the Draft EIS study area, but now have been included in the Final EIS 
study area (refer to analysis in Chapter 4).  

 
Letter 22 

Steve Mooney 
 
1. Thank you for your comments. 
 

Letter 23 
Tony Puma 

 
1. Thank you for your comments. Please see Chapter 1 for further discussion of the Preferred 

Alternative.    
 
2. Thank you for the suggested strategy regarding slender towers and rooftop open space. 
 

Letter 24 
Greg Smith 

 
1. Thank you for your comments on possible height bonuses and other provisions for residential 

buildings. Please see Chapter 1 of this Final EIS for further discussion of the Preferred Alternative, 
which addresses these topics in various ways. Please note that within the study area, residential 
towers with floor sizes of 15,000 square feet or less are not currently subject to upper-level 
development standards. Also, proposals that increase the supply of TDRs may contribute to an 
oversupply and diminish the effectiveness of the program to address the most critical priorities for its 
use, including the protection of existing affordable housing structures, landmark buildings and the 
provision of new public open space resources. 

 
2. See response to comment 24 in Letter 21 above. 
 
3. Thank you for your comments recommending broader Center City planning. Other city planning 

efforts are underway to evaluate possible changes in the southern portion of Downtown, including 
Pioneer Square, Chinatown/I.D. and adjacent areas.  Please see Chapter 1 of this Final EIS for further 
discussion of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Letter 25 
John Smith 

 
1. Thank you for your comments. 
 

Letter 26 
Scott Species 

 
1. The Draft EIS predominantly consists of cumulative impact analysis, wherein the overall effects of 

growth over 20 years are compared under different zoning scenarios, including the No Action 
Alternative. This approach helps identify the overall net impacts of different zoning compared to 
retaining the existing zoning. The example in this comment pertains more closely to construction-
level impacts that are too speculative to identify at this level of SEPA review. 

 
2. The prospect of studying Air Quality was reviewed during scoping for this EIS. However, this 

element of the environment was not included in the EIS Scope due to a lack of probable significant 
adverse impacts. This conclusion was reached based in part upon data from the Puget Sound Regional 
Council and Puget Sound Clean Air Agency websites.  These sources include the PSRC’s 
“Destination 2030 Metropolitan Transportation Plan for the Central Puget Sound Region” and the 
Clean Air Agency’s 1998 Annual Data Summary and February 2001 monthly air quality summary 
report.  The projections in these data indicate that carbon monoxide and three other modeled 
pollutants (VOC, NOx and particulates) are expected to dramatically decrease at least through the 
2020 timeframe, despite predicted increases in traffic and congestion. 

 
3. The prospect of studying noise, toxic/hazardous materials and risk exposure was reviewed during 

scoping for this EIS. However, these elements of the environment were not included in the EIS Scope 
due to a lack of probable significant adverse impacts attributable to the alternatives. 

 
4. Your suggestion for a light and glare study of City street lighting is noted. However, there is a lack of 

probable significant adverse impacts attributable to the alternatives. 
 
5. Thank you for your comments. The Comprehensive Plan does set goals for open space in different 

types of urban environments to help determine where additional facilities are desirable, but it does not 
establish specific requirements.  The zoning requirements for open space in the Land Use Code are at 
a finer level of detail than Comprehensive Plan goals and policies on public open space. 

 
6. This EIS is the means of identifying and mitigating potential significant adverse impacts on the 

environment. No issues are identified as “deferred.” To the extent that the public and agencies 
identify substantive topics of interest, they are addressed in this Final EIS. The SEPA environmental 
review process does not contemplate the sort of extended studies suggested in this comment. The 
relative performance of Downtown zoning will be evaluated over the long-term by the City. 

 
7. Thank you for your comments.   
 
8. Thank you for your comments on transition in height, bulk and scale. 
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Letter 27 
Richard Stevenson 

 
1. Thank you for comments and proposals regarding policy objectives for the DOC 2 and DMC zones 

and appropriate height and density limits for these areas.  As stated in the Comprehensive Plan, the 
Downtown Office Core 2 (DOC 2) zone was established to provide “areas adjacent to the office core 
appropriate for office expansion and where a transition in density to mixed-use areas is desirable.” 

 
 The Downtown Mixed Commercial (DMC) zone was established to provide: 
 

 Areas adjacent to the office core, office expansion areas and retail core that provide a transition 
in the level of activity and scale of development.  Areas designated DMC are characterized by a 
diversity of uses.  The DMC land use district is intended to:  
 Permit office and commercial use, but at lower densities than in office areas; 
 Encourage housing and other uses generating activity without substantially contributing to 

peak hour traffic; and 
 Promote development diversity and compatibility with adjacent areas through a range of 

height limits. 
 
2. Through provisions established in the TDR program for transfers of development rights from 

affordable housing structures, landmark buildings, and open space, commercial development rights 
can be transferred within the DMC, DOC 1 and DOC 2 zones.  While under current provisions TDR 
is not used to create new housing projects, it has been an effective tool to help preserve existing 
housing resources, and has been used to secure funding for several low-income housing structures in 
the Denny Triangle. Please see Chapter 1 of this Final EIS for discussion of the Preferred Alternative, 
which includes additional TDR provisions. 

 
3. Raising the maximum FARs can increase the amount of floor area in a project gained through 

bonuses.  The degree to which this increase exceeds current conditions depends on whether the base 
FAR is increased as well, and to what extent relative to increases in the maximum FAR, and whether 
or not developers build to increased maximum limits. 

  
4. Your comments recommending elimination of upper level setbacks and coverage limits are noted. 

Please see Chapter 1 of this Final EIS for discussion of the Preferred Alternative. 
 
5. Thank you for your comments on the prospective benefits of your proposals. 
 

Letter 28 
Roger Wagoner 

 
1. Thank you for your comments. They touch on some of the important matters to be considered by 

decisionmakers. 
 
2. Please see Chapter 1 of this Final EIS for additional information on the Preferred Alternative. 
 

Letter 29 
Irene Wall 

 
1. Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS described overall objectives of the studied alternatives, and documented 

the background of how the proposal came about, as an outgrowth of neighborhood planning in 
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Downtown. Please see Chapters 1, 2 and 3 of this Final EIS for additional discussion of alternatives, 
objectives and the public interest.  

 
2. The cited Comprehensive Plan amendment concepts were tabled in 2004. The South Lake Union item 

cited would not have incorporated that neighborhood into the Downtown Urban Center. Projections of 
employment and/or residential growth for neighborhoods and sites outside Downtown will remain 
relevant to those particular areas. Downtown is subject to its own residential and employment growth 
trends and projections, which contribute to the need for planning and zoning analysis.   Please refer to 
Chapters 1 and 3 of this Final EIS for further discussion of the Preferred Alternative and growth 
issues. 

 
3. The topic of cumulative impacts on energy systems was discussed on page 3-208 of the Draft EIS. 

Recent updated information from City Light indicates that a new substation is projected to be needed 
to serve the study area after 2020, several years later than indicated in the Draft EIS. City Light is 
addressing and monitoring the Downtown and South Lake Union system relationships and necessary 
improvements. 

 
4. According to the parking analysis for the Draft EIS (see Table 61 on DEIS page 3-199), there would 

not be a net loss of off-street parking. Rather, off-street parking would increase considerably under 
any of the alternatives. While approximately 7,000 to 7,500 existing parking spaces would be 
eliminated by future development, that development would provide an estimated 17,000 spaces to 
serve new commercial and residential uses. Depending upon how successful efforts are to encourage 
transit use, the projected demand for parking could exceed the supply by approximately 2,500 to 
6,750 spaces in the year 2020. However, this exceedance does not account for potential choices by 
parking providers to build more parking to satisfy demand. Transit capacity will depend upon the 
funding choices made over the next 16 years, but several modes of transit are expected to be 
available. 

 
 Regarding the location of parking in a structure, the Draft EIS did identify a potential impact on 

streetscape and residential character due to parking on floors above street level. This is particularly an 
issue with residential development, because above-grade parking accessory to residential use does not 
count as chargeable FAR, so there is no incentive to provide it below grade, as there would be for 
commercial development.  Parking above grade must be screened, and there are special screening 
standards, including screening by another use (such as retail) along the street front, that apply to 
parking located at street level.  These standards vary according to the pedestrian designation of a 
street (see the response to comment 29 in Letter 5 above).  

 
5. Thank you for your comments that suggest linking Downtown height and density increases to 

additional private investment in urban villages outside Downtown.  
 
6. Thank you for your comments that suggest linking height and density increases to provision of 

needed amenities. This already occurs under the existing bonus system. Additional floor area for 
commercial uses above a "base limit" is gained by obtaining bonuses through which developers 
provide or contribute to the production and preservation of affordable housing, public open space, 
landmark preservation, human services, childcare and other public benefits. The TDC program also 
involves providing or contributing to a fund for public amenities in the Denny Triangle. The Preferred 
Alternative includes additional provisions that will aid in funding affordable housing and other needs, 
including provisions allowing residential development to build to proposed height limits only if 
projects contribute to affordable housing mitigation. 
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7. Thank you for your comments suggesting contract rezones as a mechanism for securing public 
benefits. A contract rezone typically occurs for one site at a time, with a contractual aspect that 
specifies the responsibilities of the applicant and the city. It allows customized conditioning that 
would apply to each site depending upon its unique characteristics and impacts. Conceptually, 
supposing an alternative comprised of site-by-site contract rezones was possible, it would be likely to 
considerably slow down the development review process and project decisionmaking for Downtown 
building proposals. Each proposal would be subject to individualized review and negotiation of zone 
characteristics and conditioning, and each would require Council decision processes. Such a system 
would not likely be feasible or advisable. It would contradict the concept of having systematic zone 
categories and regulations applicable within defined areas. 

 
8. Thank you for your comments on zoning concepts and zoning as an incentive. Please see Chapters 1, 

3 and 4 of this Final EIS for additional discussion of the Preferred Alternative. The Draft EIS did 
consider other approaches to promoting residential development, including the rezoning of some 
areas in Belltown and the Denny Triangle to less intensive residential designations in Alternative 3.  
Existing incentive programs have been successful in generating resources for a variety of public 
benefits that have contributed to the livability and vitality of Downtown, including landmark 
preservation and the production and preservation of low-income housing.  Incentives developed to 
capture benefits during periods of strong economic activity cannot be adequately evaluated during 
economic lulls in the real estate market.  

 
9. The suggested type of cost/benefit analysis is not required by the City’s SEPA Rules and is beyond 

the scope of this EIS. 
 
10. Thank you for your comments on view protection and alley vacations. 
 
11. Based on the conclusions in the Draft EIS, creating building forms similar to those described as 

“Vancouver style” would require additional regulatory strategies. Please see Chapters 1 and 4 of this 
Final EIS for discussion of the Preferred Alternative, which would be comparatively better than 
current regulations in encouraging slimmer building profiles. Choices made following this EIS 
process will determine what specific packages of zoning changes are considered by decisionmakers, 
perhaps directed at bulk controls that will influence the shape of Downtown buildings. This will 
influence the net result, in terms of building bulk and open space character of future development.   

 
12. Thank you for your comments on protecting low-income and subsidized housing. 
 

Letter 30 
David Williams 

 
1. Thank you for your comments.  
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